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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 



RLED 

NOV 1 7 2006 



NANCY MAYER WHITTINGTON, GLERK 
U.S. DISTRICT COURT 



MAUREEN SANTINI 
5810 Ipswich Road 
Bethesda, MD 20814 
301.530.0101 

Plaintiff 



JEFFREY A. TAYLOR, in his official 
capacity as United States attorney 
555 4* Street N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20530 



and 

DANIEL J. METCALF, in his official 
capacity as director of the Justice 
Department's Office of Information and 
Privacy 
Suite 11050 

1425 New York Avenue 
Washington DC 20530-0001 
Defendants 



) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

CASE NUMBER 1:06CV01970 

JUDGE: Gladys Kessler 

DECK TYPE: Administifative Agency Review 

DATE STAMP: 11/17/2006 



COMPLAINT 

1 . This is an action under the Freedom of Information Act (FOIA) 5 U.S.C. §552, 
and the Administrative Procedure Act (APA), 5 U.S.C. § 701-706 for iryunctive and 
other appropriate relief and seeks expedited release of requested agency records and 
expedited compliance v\dth plaintiffs subpoena. 

Jurisdiction 

2. This Court has jurisdiction over this action and personal jurisdiction over the 
parties pursuant to 5 U.S.C. §§ 552 (a)(4)(B) and 552 (a)(6)(E)(iii). This Court also has 
jurisdiction pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 1331 and 5 U.S.C. §§ 701-706. 



> 
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Parties 

3. Plaintiff is an adult citizen of Maryland and resides in Bethesda. 

4. The U.S. attorney's office and the Justice Department's Office of Information 
and Privacy are organized under the laws of the United States Code and are subject to suit 
under APA and FOIA. 

5. Defendant Taylor is the U.S. attorney for the District of Columbia and is sued 

in his official capacity. 

6. Defendant Metcalf is dkector of the Justice Department's Office of 
Information and Privacy and is sued in his official capacity. 

Statement of Facts 

7. Plaintiff was arrested on two charges of felony threats on December 15, 2000. 
The U.S. attorney's office dropped both within a month and substituted a single 
misdemeanor, which was later dismissed. 

8. In 2003 plaintiff filed suit against the attorneys who represented her in 2000- 
2001. The suit is pending in D.C. Superior Court. 

FOIA and Privacv Act Requests 

9. In 2004-2005 plaintiff sought information about her arrest and prosecution 
under the FOIA and Privacy Act. 

10. In a letter dated June 30, 2004, the Justice Departinent civil division said it 
found no records pertaining to plaintiff. In a letter dated August 3 1 , 2004, the DO J 
criminal division said it found no records. In a letter dated June 10, 2004, the FBI said it 
found no records. 
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11. Around February 28, 2005, plaintiff received several pages (|.f records from 
the Executive Office of United States Attorneys. Thirty pages were redacted based on 
claimed exemptions 2, 3, 5, 7(c), 7(d) and 7(f). 

Administrative Appeals 

12. In August 2004, plaintiff filed an administrative appeal of the FBI's response. 
The appeal was denied in a letter dated September 30, 2004 and signed by the Justice 
Department's OfiBceoflnformation and Privacy. Exhibit A 

13. In September 2004, plaintiff filed an administrative appeal of the DO J 
criminal division's response. The appeal was denied in a letter dated December 21 , 2004 
and signed by the Justice Department's Office of Information and Privacy. Exhibit B. 

14. Around March 1, 2005, plaintiff filed an administrative appfcal of the 
redactions in the documents produced by the Executive Office of United States 
Attorneys. The appeal was denied in a letter dated September 6, 2005. The letter, signed 
by the Justice Department's Office of Information and Privacy, also denied plaintiff's 
request for a Vaughn Index. Exhibit C. 

Subpoena 

15. In April 2006, during discovery in the pending civil case, pi 
subpoena for documents and testimony to the U.S. attorney's office. The U.S. attorney's 

moved to quash. 

16. On October 17, 2006, the U.S. District Court quashed the sUbpoena for lack 
of jurisdiction, stating that litigants must proceed under APA when an agency has valid 
Touhy regulations, as the Department of Justice and its component, the U.S. attorney's 
office, have. See United States ex. rel Touhy v. Ragen, 340 U.S. 462 (1951). Exhibit D. 



iaintiff issued a 
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Exhaustion of Administrative Remedies 

17. Plaintiff has exhausted her administrative remedies as shown in 12-16 above. 

18. Therefore, plaintiff now files the instant action under the APA and FOIA. 

Causes of Action 

19. Refusal to comply with the subpoena was arbitrary and capricious in violation 
of APA. Treux v. Allstate Insurance Co., 233 F.R.D. 188 at 191. 

20. Withholding records from plaintiff's FOIA and Privacy Act requests was 
without justification and arbitrary and capricious in violation of the FOIA and APA. 

21 . Although the withholding agency bears the burden of justi^ing its decision. 
(Kingv. U.S. Department of Justice, 830 F.2d 210, 217 (D.C. Cir 1987)), plaintiff was 
not provided with the information required to evaluate the validity of the exemptions. No 
Vaughn Index or affidavit describing redacted documents was provided. 

Relief Requested 
Wherefore, plaintiff requests that this Court: 

1. Declare that defendants' refusal to disclose the records requested is unlawful. 

2. Declare that defendants' refusal to comply with the subpoena for documents 
and testimony was arbitrary and capricious. 

3. Order the defendants to produce the requested documents and comply with the 

subpoena. 

4. Produce a detailed Vaughn index for any documents withheld under any claim 

of privilege. 

5. Require expedited handling of this complaint due to the pending civil case. 

6. Award costs and reasonable fees as provided by 5 U.S.C. §5 52(a)(4)(E). 
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7. Grant such other and further relief as the Court may deem jusi and proper. 



I affirm under penalties of perjury that the information in this coijnplaint is true 
and accurate to the best of my knowledge. 



November 16, 2006 



Respectfully submitted, 



dk 



4<i^/i/A^y 




Maureen Santini, pro se 
5810 Ipswich Road 
Bethesda,MD 20814 
301.530.0101 




Jb^ 
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W U.S. DepartTi^ of Justice 



Office of Information and Privacy 



Telephone: (202) 514-3642 



Washington, D.C 20530 



SEP 3 2004 



Ms. Maureen Santini 
4811 Bayard Boulevard 
Bethesda, MD 20815 



Re: Appeal No. 04-2664 
Request No. 999386 
RLH:ADW:AtiB 



Dear Ms* Santini: 

You appealed from the action of the Headquarters Office of the 
Federal Bureau of Investigation on your request for access to 
records concerning you and various third parties. 

After carefully considering your appeal, I have decided to 
affirm the FBI's action on your request. 

The FBI informed you that it could locate noj records responsive 
to your request for records concerning you. It has been determined 
that the FBI^s response is correct. The FBI searphed its automated 
indices for main files and cross-references respolnsive to your 
request, but it did not locate any records at its Headquarters Office 
or its Boston or Milwaukee Field Offices. 

Regarding the portion of your request for records about other 
individuals, it is the Department of Justice's policy to neither 
confirm nor deny the existence of law enforcement records concerning 
third parties. Without an individual's consent, proof of death, 
official acknowledgment of an investigation, or art overriding public 
interest, confirming or denying the existence of law enforcement 
records about an individual could reasonably be eixpected to 
constitute an unwarranted invasion of personal privacy. See 5 U.S.C. 
§ 552(b) (7) (C) . 

If you are dissatisfied with my action on your appeal, you may 
seek judicial review in accordance with 5 U.S.C. § 552(a) (4) (B) . 



Sincerely, 




Richard L. 
Co-Director 
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U.S. Departm«^^f Justice 

Office of Information artd Privacy 



Telephone: (202) 514-3642 



Washington, D.C. 20530 



DEC 2 J 2004 



Ms. Maureen Santini 
4811 Bayard Boulevard 
Bethesda, MD 20816 

Dear Ms. Santini: 



Re: Appeal No. 
Request No 
RLH : JH A 



05-0044 
CRM200400915F 



You appealed from the action of the Criminal Division on your 
request for access to records concerning court cas^s naming you 
and/or Robert Wrzosek as parties. 

After carefully considering your appeal, I have decided to 
affirm the Criminal Division's action on your request. 

The Criminal Division informed you that it could locate no 
records responsive to your request. It has been determined that the 
Criminal Division's response is correct. 

If you are dissatisfied with my action on thi^ appeal, you may 
seek judicial review in accordance with 5 U*S.C. §|552(a) (4) (B) . 

Sincerely, 



Richard L. fluff^ 



Richard 
Co-Director 



og 



Id-} 
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U.S. Departm^^f Justice 

Office of Information aftd Privacy 



Washington, D.C. 20530 



SEPO 62005 

MS. Maureen Santini Re: Appeal No. 05-1335 

4811 Bayard Boulevard Request No. 04-3900 

Bethesda, MD 20816-1763 RLH:NSQ:ALB 

Dear Ms. Santini: 

You appealed from the action of the Executive Office for United 
States Attorneys on your request for access to records concerning 
you. 

After carefully considering your appeal, I have decided to 
affirm the EOUSA's action on your request. 

The records you requested are exempt from the access provision 
of the Privacy Act of 1974 pursuant to 5 U.S.C. § 552a(j) (2) . Sse 
28 C.F.R. § 16.81 (2004). Because these records are not available to 
you under the Privacy Act, your request has been reviewed under the 
Freedom of Information Act in order to afford you the greatest 
possible access to the records requested. 

The EOUSA properly withheld from you certain information that 
is protected from disclosure under the FOIA pursuant to: 

5 U.S.C. § 552(b)(2), which concerns matters that are 
related solely to internal agency practices; 

5 U.S.C. § 552(b)(3), which concerns matters specifically 
exempted from release by statute (in this insitance, Rule 
6(e) of the Federal Rules of Criminal Procedure, which 
pertains to the secrecy of grand jury proceedings) ,• 

5 U.S.C. § 552(b)(5), which concerns certain inter- and 
intra-agency communications protected by the attorney 
work-product privilege; 






5 U.S.C. § 552(b)(7)(C), which concerns recoitds or Qp 

information compiled for law enforcement purijioses, the ^ 

release of which could reasonably be expected to 

constitute an unwarranted invasion of the personal privacy 

of third parties; FILED 
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5 U.S.C. § 552(b)(7)(D), which concerns records or 

information compiled for law ^^^^^^^ ^^f^ ;,^,se 
release of which could reasonably be expected to disclose 
the identities of confidential sources and in|formatxon 
furnished by such sources; and 

5 U.S.C. § 552(b)(7)(F), which concerns records or 
information compiled for law enforcement purposes, the 
rele^ of which could reasonably be expected to endanger 
the life or personal safety of an individual. 

I have also determined that this information is not appropriate for 
discretionary release. 

Regarding your inquiry concerning two felony^ charges please 
note th!t the FOIA does not require federal agencies to answer 
questions in response to a FOIA request or appeal, but rather is 
limited to requiring agencies to provide access tj reasonably 
described, nonexempt records. m.PP v ^^C^g^^^^fjf ^.g^^g- l ""{l^lf- 
132, 162 (1975); f,^Tr.;,Ti»kv v. EPA , 767 F.2d 569, 574 (9th Cir. 1985). 

Lastly, I am denying your request that we itemize and J^^tify 
each item of the information withheld. You are not entitled to such 
a listing at the administrative stage of processing FOIA requests and 
\l .T — T— 1^1 "---^ - ^-^^"^°^' 380 F. Supp. 1, 10 (D.D.C. 
1995) . 

If you are dissatisfied with my action on yopr appeal, you may 
seek judicial review in accordance with 5 U.S.C. § 552(a) (4) (B) . 




Richard L. HuJ 
Co-Director 
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UNITED STATES DISTMCT COURT 
FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 



MAUREEN SANTINI, 
Plaintifr, 

V. 

ANTHONY HERMAN, et aL, 
Defendants. 



CivU Action No. 06-MS|-179 (RMC) 



ORDER 

Maureen Santini sued Anthony Hennan and Daniel G. Grove m the Superior Court 
of the District of Columbia concerning their legal representation in connection with a criminal 
prosecution of Ms. Santini in Case No. F-7642-00 in Superior Court. On or about April 17, 2006, 
actingpro se, Ms. Santini sent a subpoena to the "US Atty's Office Superior Court Divis" to produce 
and pennit inspection and copying of certain documents concerning the criminal prosecution.' The 
United States Attorney for the District of Columbia removed to this Court on April 26, 2006,^ and 
requests that the Court quash the subpoena. 

Neither the Superior Court nor this Court has jurisdiction to enforce a Superior Court 
subpoena when the party seeking enforcement has failed to comply with an agency's Touhy 



' In later pleadings, Ms. Santini also indicated that she seeks a deposition. See Pi's Mot. 
to Compel [Dkt. #3] at 6. /j^ 

^ The U.S. Attorney removed this case pursuant to Brown & Williamson Tobacco Corp. v. ^ if) 

Williams, 62 F.3d 408, 412-415 (D.C. Cir. 1 995) (removal jurisdiction exists under 28 liiCU _. _^ 
sections 1442(a) where a federal official declines to comply with a subpoena). rlLED 

NOV 1 7 2006 
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regulations. See United States ex. rel Touhy v. Ragen, 340 U.S. 462 (1951) (agency heads may 
withdraw from agency employees the power to release government documents). In state court, 
sovereign immunity shields the federal government, thereby preventing the state court from enforcing 
a subpoena. Houston Business Journal v. OCC, 86 F.3d 1208, 1211 (D.Cl Cir. 1996). Further, 
"because a federal court's jurisdiction upon removal is derivative of the state c<i)urt's, the federal court 
in a removed action is also barred from enforcing a subpoena against the federal government." Id, 
at 1212. Moreover, a court cannot enforce a subpoena against a federal agency employee when the 
agency has enacted valid Touhy regulations. Id. (citing Touhy, 340 U.S. at 467-69). When an agency 
has enacted Touhy regulations, the litigant must proceed under the Administrative Procedure Act, 5 
U.S.C. §§ 701 et seq. ("APA"), and the federal court will review any agency decision not to permit 
its employee to testify under an arbitrary and capricious standard. Houston Business Journal, 86 F.3d 
at 1212 n.4; accorrf/fo V. L^/re(i5ra/e5, 374 F. Supp. 2d 82, 83 (D.D.C 2005),!^^ 
05-53 1 9, 2006 WL 1 6753 1 8 (D.C. Cir. June 1 2, 2006). Whether a plaintiff $eeks testimony or the 
production of documents from an agency, she must comply with the agency's Touhy regulations. 
Yousufv, Samantar, No. 05-ms-l 10, 2005 WL 1523385, * 5 n.9 (D.D.C. May 3, 2005), rev'd and 
remanded on other grounds, 451 F.3d 248 (D.C. Cir. 2006). 

The Department of Justice, of which the U.S. Attorney's Office is a constituent part, 
has published rowA>' regulations at 28 C.F.R. §§ 16. 21 etseq. Thus, Ms. Santini must proceed under 
the APA and the court will review any agency decision not to permit employee testimony under the 
arbitrary and capricious standard. Further, Ms. Santini may seek government documents under the 
Freedom of Information Act ("FOIA"), 5 U.S.C. § 552. 

Listructed by the motion to quash her subpoena, Ms. Santini attempts to cure any 
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defects in her pleadings by filing a Motion to Compel Production of Documents, in asserted reliance 
on the APA, and a Response to Motion to Quash Subpoena framed as an appeal of the denial of her 
request for the same documents under FOIA and the Privacy Act, 5 U.S.C. § 552(a). The Court is 
unable to oblige. This matter was not initiated by a complaint which could be amended to advance 
new or different causes of action. Like other federal litigation, review of a FOIA case requires in the 
first instance thatacomplaint be filed. 5U.S.C. §552(a)(4)(B). Ms. Santini has not filed a complaint 
under either FOIA, the Privacy Act, or the APA, and she camiot bootstrap such a lawsuit into this 
proceeding. 

Although Ms. Santini is representing herself and is entitied to some leeway as a pro 
se litigant, see Haines v. Kemer, 404 U.S. 519, 520 (1972), she must nonetheless comply with the 
Federal Rules of Civil Procedure. Jarrellv. Tisch, 656 F. Supp. 237, 239 (D.D.C. 1987) (even/^ro 
se Utigants must comply witii the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure); see Fed. R. Civ. P. 8(a) 
(complaint must set forth short and plain statement of jurisdiction, grounds for relief, and demand for 
judgment). Should she wish to litigate her rights to the documents and/or testimony she mentions, 
she must follow the procedures of the DOJ's Touhy regulations and the FOIA and file a proper 
complaint. 

This Court is without jurisdiction to enforce a Superior Court subpoena against the 
federal government. It is also without jurisdiction to consider Ms. Santini's allegations under FOIA 
or the APA. Ms. Santini must file a complaint after exhaustion of her administrative remedies if she 
wishes to pursue those allegations. 

Accordingly, it is hereby ORDERED that the U.S. Attorney's motion to quash [Dkt. 
#2] is GRANTED; and it is 
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FURTHER ORDERED that Ms. Santini's motion to compel production of 
documents [Dkt. #3] is DENIED. This case is closed. 

SO ORDERED. 
DATE: October 17, 2006 



l&l 

ROSEMARY M. COLLYER 
United States District Judge 
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I (a) PLAINTIFFS _,. ??F?NpANTS 



Maureen Santini 



tS^ 



Jeffrey A. Taylor, et. al. 



(b) COUNTY OF RESIDENCE OF FIRST LISTED PLAINTIFF 
(EXCEPT IN U.S. PLAINTIFF CASES) 



Montgomery 



COUNTY OF RESIDENCE OF FIRST LISTECJ DEFENDANT 

(IN U.S. PLAINTIFF CASES ONLY) 
NOTE: IN LAND CONDEMNATION CA^IR^ \ ^«^ -^"^ r ..^ . - 



D.C. 



(c) ATTORNEYS (FIRM NAME. ADDRESS, AND TELEPHONE NUMBER)^ 



;Maureen Santini, pro se 
;5810 Ipswich Road 
jBetiiesda, MD 20814 
;301.530.0101 



CASE NUMBER 1:06(|V01970 

JUDGE: Gladys Kes^ler 

DECK TYPE: Administrative Agency Review 



II. BASIS OF JURISDICTION 

(PLACE AN X IN ONE BOX ONLY) 

O I U.S. Government O 3 Federal Question 

Plaintiff (U.S. Government Not a Part>) 



© 



2 U.S. Government O 4 Divers ity 
Defendant (Indicate Citizenship of 

Parties in item III) 



III CITIZEN! T^ATE STAMP: 11/17/^006 

FOR PLAINTIFF L-- ...*. 



Citizen of this State 



PTF DFT 

O 1 O 1 



^.....) \x3v< \j\y t^KM I Y CASES ONLY! 

PTF DFT 



O 4 O 4 



Citizen of Another State O ^ O 2 

Citizen or Subject of a O 3 O 3 
Foreign Countr>' 



Incorporated or Principal Place 
of Business in This State 



Incorporated and Principal Place O 5 O 5 
of Busintiss in Another State 



Foreign 1 Nation 



O 6 O 6 



IV. CASE ASSIGNMENT AND NATURE OF SUIT 

(Place a X in one category, A-N, that best represents your cause of action and one in a corr<fsponding Nature of S»it) 



O A» Antitrust 



I I 410 Antitrust 



B. Personal Injury/ 
Malpractice 



I I 310 Airplane 

I i 315 Airplane Product Liability 

I 1 320 Assault, Libel & Slander 

I I 330 Federal Employers Liability 

I I 340 Marine 

EH 345 Marine Product Liability 

□ 350 Motor Vehicle 

I I 355 Motor Vehicle Product Liability 

I I 360 Other Personal Injury 

cm 362 Medical Malpractice 

nH 365 Product Uability 

I I 368 Asbestos Product Liability 



^)C. Administrative Agency 
Review 

I i 151 Medicare Act 

Social Security: 

□ 861HU((1395ff) 

I I 862 Black Lung (923) 

I I 863 DFWC/DIWW (405(g) 

I I 864 SSID Title XVI 

I I 865 RSI (405(g) 

Other Statutes 

nn 891 Agricultural Acts 

i I 892 Economic Stabilization Act 

I I 893 Environmental Matters 
894 Energy Allocation Act 
890 Other Statutory Actions (If 

Administnitivc Agency is Involved) 



O D. Temporary Restraining 
Order/Preliminary 

Injunction 

Any nature of suit from any category may 
be selected for this category of case 
Assignment. 

-t (If Antitrust, then A governs)* 



O E. General Civil (Other) 



OR 



O F. Pro Se General Civil 



Real Property 

H210 Land Condemnation 
220 Foreclosure 
I 1230 Rent, Lease & Ejectment 
i 1240 Torts to Land 
I 1245 Tort Product Liability 
I 1290 All Other Real Property 

Personal Property 
I 1370 Other Fraud 
I 1371 Truth in Lending 
I 1380 Other Personal Property Damage 
I 1 385 Property Damage Product Liability 



Bankruptcy 

i I 422 Appeal 28 USC 158 

I 1 423 Withdrawal 28 USC 157 

Prisoner Petitions 

□ 535 Death Penalty 

I 1 540 Mandamus & Other 

I — 1550 Civil Rights 

I 1 555 Prison Condition 

Property Rights 
rn 820 Copyrights 

□ 830 Patent 

1 1 840 Trademark 

Federal Tax Suits 

□ 870 Taxes (US plaintiff or 
^^^ defendant 

□ 871 IRS-Third Party 26 

USC 7609 



Forfeiture/Penalty 
□]610 Agriculture 
I — 1 620 Other Food &Drug 
I — 1625 Drug Related Seizure 

of Property 21 USC 881 
I 1630 Liquor Laws 
□ 640 RR& Truck 
I i 650 Airtine Regs 
I 1660 Occupational 
Safety/Health 
1 1690 Other 



Other Statutes 

I 1 400 State Reapportionment 
1 1 430 Banks & Banking 
I 1450 Commerce/ICC 

Rates/etc. 
[ZZ1460 Deportation 



i 1470 Racketeer Influenced & 
Corrupt Organizations 
□1480 Consumer Credit 

□ 490 Cable/Satellite TV 
1 — 1810 Selective Service 

I 1 850 Securities/Commodities/ 

Exchange 
I — 1875 Customer Challenge 12 USC 

3410 
I 1 900 Appeal of fee determination 

under equal access to Justice 

□ 950 Constitutionality of State 

Statutes 
I 1 890 Other Statutory Actions (if 
not administrative agency 
review or Privacy Act 



CPi^f^ 1 -OR 


-n\/-ni Q7n-qK n'^CLime^+ "• -^ "^"^^ '^ "^ ^^ v/onnc 




Rnnn 9 ni 9 1 


O G. Habeas Corpus/ 


O H. WHployment 


O L FOM/PRIK^ 




2255 


Discrimination 


ACT 


1 1 l52Recovervofnefmilteft 


LJ 530 Habeas f orpus-i^eneral 
1 1 5(0 Motion A acate Sentence 


1 1 442 Civil Riehts-Einplovnient 
(criteria: race, gender/sex, 
national origin, 
disciimlnatlon, disability 
age, religion, retaliation) 


1 1 895 Freedom of Information Act 
1 1 890 Other ^iatutui v Acuons 
(if Privacy Act) 


Student Loans | 




^{\X pro «ic, sekH-'t this deck)* 


'"'(If pn» se, »«lect this deck)* 






O L. Other Civil Rights 


O M. Contract 


O N. Three-Judge Court 


{non-empioyment) 


(non-employment) 


1 1 no Insurance 
1 1 120 Marine 


1 1 441 Civil Rights-Voting 

(ifVoting Rights Act) 


\ 1 Tift FM»r! :jhor Standards Act 
1 1 1 *:":..!, "i'Moml. Relations 
j 1 1 -'«» >»^:--'>i;.nit. Reporting & 
n;rHovt?r? Act 
1 1 "fJOlMb»rR;H!w:iv \ct 
1 1 7<)U Other lahorlMignHon 
1 1 /vi Knipi. Ket. inc, ^ecuritv Act 


1 1 441 Voting (if not Voting Rights 

Act) 
1 U^ Housing/Accommodations 
1 444 Welfare 
1 440 Other f ivi! Rights 
1 445 American w/nisabilities- 

Employment 
1 1 446 Americans w/Disabilities- 

Other 


1 1 130 Miller Act 

1 1 140 Negotiable Instrument 

1 1 150 Recoven of Overpayment & 

Enforcement of Judgment 
1 1 153 Recover> of Overpayment of 

Veteran-s Benefits 
1 i 160 Stockholder's Suits 
1 1 190 Other Contracts 
1 1 195 Contract Product Liability 
i 1 196 Franchise 


i 



TOytr*rim«,»l n 7lii»nmvHit O ^ w»^m«ndi»d ln»m O 4 WHnstated O 5 Transferred from O 6 Multi district Q 7 Appeal to 






troiii State 

i OUi't 



Appellate Court 



or Reopened 



another district 
(specify) 



Litigation 



District Judge 
from Mag. Jndge 



C IT K T ij t l .f» ._^ "l_ * J' 1*^1 '^ *^ \.* i J ir- i :.^ i^ i." *- -* -' t.* ii;, L* J yi - W"-' J *- "Q. '^i *- - "- - '-' !> - * -* - 1 "i ' i" i' - 



VL CAUSE OF ACTION i.c: 
lAdministrative Procedure Act and FOIA and Pnvacy Act compiaini tor injuncttve and otner apyofKiaiejeiiennciuumy p' 



UUutjiKjH Ui UUtvUt Mtff its 



VII, REQUESTED IN 
COMPLAINT 



CHECK IF THIS IS A CLASS 
ACTION UNDER F.R.C.P. 23 



DEMANDS L 

JURY DEMAND: 



_| Check YE S onl> i f dcmand c/fin cty ipiaint 

Yt.> r I iM>^ 



Vtn. RELATED CASE(S) 
IF ANY /^P' 



(See instruction) 




n^ j K. November 17.2006 skjna n RK of a ttornfa of record 



YES I I NO 



Tf yes, please cotiiplete related c^'^e ^''^n 



jN^ 



l\S!Ut ( ll()NSK{>R((niPI KTINCiC IVII.(()VKRSHKF;rJS-44 

A ,,^?,,,,|n for C'm ;| fV>Ver Sf;::-'-t 

The JS-44 civil cfwer sheet and the intV>rmation contained herein neitfier replaces nor supplerjienK rl-^ ^"''-"^ • -^n-^ ^:— - 

i'oi cunjpiciiiiti tile cu il cuvci ^i^cct, Tiic^>c iip^ cuiiKiuc v\Jiii uic Ruiiuiii N'uiiiciuis on uie t._\Aci Siicet. 

CUUM Y UI RLblLJLNCLUl ItK^l Lilr^lLU t^LAiN iU 1 ,Ui:i LNUAM (b) County ot residence: Use huui to inaieaie plaintin iS re3iaera o; 

ii piuu-.lt!:"::. uuU^.idc the l-nUcu -'"-luie:;. 

Ui, LiiUi:N>iiiriM rKiN*. irAL. PaKHLs iius sccUoti i^ cofupicicu oim tUiivcisiU ut ciU^^i-nshsp ^v<is ^i<|clc.i us ihe Ha^ts ul (uitsthcUon uudci Sccuon 

II 

\\ CASE ASSIGNMENT AND NATURE OF SUIT; The assignment t>l*a Judge to your ease will depend on the eategoo >ou select tliat best represents the 

..„,, ;„ ..„..„ .„. — .„;„* i/„ — .^.. -..1,^... „^^»,; ^^.^^^ ..^^^^^^ Y^^,, ^^,,;t pK(^ select oiic coTTCsr>oTidmp TiatiiTC of suit found nndcr 



VI. CAI SSF OF ACTION Cite the 1 IS Civil Statute imder which vott are Oliop Jtnd wTite a hrief stjttement of the nrimarv came 

Viii, Kt-J.A I hij LANKS. tf ANY: U vou indicated thai there is a related case, you must complete a retated case tOnn. which may be obtained trom the Cierk s 

Oiiice, 

Hcvause ot the need tor accurate and complete mrormation, >ou should ensure the accuracy ot the miormation proviaca prior to signing the tomv 



